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Rebecca Hankins David Roach 

20 Center Dr Crawfordsville Indiana 
Zip exempt DMM 602 1.3 e2 
765-562-7378 


whistleblowertruth@yahoo.com 


INDIANA FEDERAL DISTRICT COURT 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT 


REBECCA JANE HANKINS, DAVID Case No.: 1:22-cv-00080-JMS-DLP 
JAMES ROACH,, 
Plaintiff, 
ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE 


VS. 


SHERRI_BENTLEY, MONTGOMERY 
COUNTY ASSESSOR, WINGATE 
PROPERTIES LLC BY VINCENT C. 
KREGEAR.35277-49, BY ATTORNEY 
WAYNE GREESON BAR# 12644-98 
MONTGOMERY COUNTY, 


Defendant 


Comes now Magistrate Judge Doris L. Pryor to grant plaintiffs order 


to show causefor the following reasons. 


1. Plaintiffs are correct in stating Exhibit 20A Loper Bright Enterprises 
v. Raimondo, --- S.Ct. ---- (2024) The decision does return the 
authority to interpret law to the Federal courts, the ruling said; 


Federal courts must now “exercise their independent judgment in 


deciding whether an agency has acted within its statutory 


authority” rather than using Chevron to defer their judgment. This 
is exactly what plaintiffs have alleged that the taxiing agency has 


acted outside its statutory authority”. Recitals in public statutes of 
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matters of fact are admissible as evidence of such facts. So, this 
court must now “exercise its independent judgment granted 
under Loper Bright Enterprises v. Raimondo, --- S.Ct. ---- (2024) in 
deciding whether the agency has acted within its statutory 
authority”. Plaintiffs are also correct in stating: The Southern 
District Court to has a duty under McKart v. United States in 
Exhibit 22 G No. 403 U.S. McKart v. United States 395 U.S. 185 


(1969) ° 89 S. Ct. 1657 Decided May 26, 1969. The duty to 


intervene immediately & stop the Defendants from unlawfully 


expanding & usurping jurisdiction and powers, limited by 
constitutional provisions, & state statutes. This court clearly has 


the jurisdiction to rule and execute the emergency stay sought. 
Further this court clearly has the jurisdiction to rule in deciding 
whether the agency has acted within its statutory authority”. This 
court also clearly has the jurisdiction to rule on the Due process 
violations for failure to do service of process and alleged color 
of law violations under Title 42 section 1983, & The All Writs Act 


28 U.S.C. § 1651(a). 


. Plaintiffs have alleged that the agency has acted outside its 


statutory jurisdictional authority”. Where there is a failure to 
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comply with jurisdictional requirements embodied in a statute, like 
Exhibit 20B Ind. Code § 6-1.1-2-4 liability for property tax Current 
through P.L. 171-2024, Exhibit 20K Ind. Code § 6-1.1-24- 

3 (c)(1)(2) Current through P.L. 171-2024, Exhibit 20m Ind. Code § 6- 
1.1-24-1 (d) Current through P.L. 171-2024 who may be served 
notice of tax sale, & Exhibit 20K Ind. Code § 6-1.1-24-3 (“(b) 
Notice of auction sale, Exhibit 201 Ind. Code § 5-3-1-4 (“(a) & Ind. 
Code § Exhibit 201 5-3-1-4 (“(1) & (2). Exhibit 20J Indiana code § 
6-1.1-4-13.6 determination and review of land values, a trial court 
does not acquire jurisdiction of the parties or the particular case. 
Ballman, supra, 230 Ind. at 229, 102 N.E.2d at 649; Hunter, supra, 
at 1268. So, this court must now “exercise its independent 
judgment in deciding whether the agency has acted within its 
statutory authority” rather than using Chevron to defer its 
judgment. 

Ind. Code § 6-1.1-4-1 gives direction to Exhibit 20B Ind. Code § 6 
1.1-2-4 to establish liability for the property tax, See: Exhibit 22 
Marion County. Assessor v. Kohl’s., LP 179 N.E.3d_ held 
Accordingly, the Court finds that the word "taxpayer" as used in 


Sections 15-1 and 15-3 means a person who is subject to, or liabl 
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to pay, the real property tax under Exhibit 20B Indiana Code § 6 


1.1-2-4. liability for tax. & State Bd. of Tax Com. v. South Shor 
Marina, 422 N.E.2d 723 (Ind. Ct. App. 1981).' Cited 25 times held 
Central to the dispute here on appeal is Exhibit 20B Indiana Code 
6-1.1-2-4. liability for tax, which lists those taxpayers liable for th 
property tax. 

By contrast, liability because of clerical error leading to unjust 
enrichment is not a tax liability imposed by the tax laws and does 
not rise under the tax laws. Aisin , 946 N.E.2d at 1155. [37] 
Greentree v. State 253 Ind. 91 (Ind. 1969) Cited 3 times. 
Magistrate Judge Doris L. Pryor is granting plaintiffs order to show 
causeto give Defendants the opportunity to prove defendants 
complied with jurisdictional requirements embodied in the statutes, 
like Exhibit 20B Ind. Code § 6-1.1-2-4 liability for property tax 
Current through P.L. 171-2024, Exhibit 20K Ind. Code § 6-1.1-24- 
3 (c)(1)(2) Current through P.L. 171-2024, Exhibit 20M Ind. Code § 


6-1.1-24-1 (d) Current through P.L. 171-2024 who may begiven 
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notice of tax sale, Exhibit 201 Ind. Code § 5-3-1-4 (“(a) & Exhibit 
201 Ind. Code § 5-3-1-4 (“(1) & (2). Exhibit 20J Indiana code § 6- 
1.1-4-13.6 determination and review of land values served notice 
of tax sale, & Exhibit 20K Ind. Code § 6-1.1-24-3 (“(b) Notice of 


auction sale 


. Plaintiffs’ specific claims are as follows: Dekalb County Eastern 


Community School District v. Department of Local Government 
Finance, 930 N.E.2d 1257, 1260 (Ind. T.C. 2010) (“Additionally, 
the statute must be read as a whole, and not as individual sections 


or unrelated parts. See State v. Adams, 583 N.E.2d 799, 800 (Ind. 


Ct. App. 1992) (stating that "[e]ach part [of a statute] must be 
considered with reference to all other parts" of the statute) (citation 


omitted), ”) 


. Defendants have failed to comply with jurisdictional requirements 


of Exhibit 20B Ind. Code § 6-1.1-2-4 (“(d) liability for property tax 
Current through P.L. 171-2024. The jurisdictional requirements 
are: (land may be listed and assessed separately from the land 
only if the improvement or appurtenance is held, possessed, 
controlled, or occupied under a memorandum of lease or other 


contract that is recorded with the county recorder & occupied by a 
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different person than the owner of the land. Because Plaintiffs 
occupy the property at 20 center drive as the owner of the land & 
no memorandum of lease or other contract that is recorded with 
the county recorder, & the property isn’t occupied by a different 
person than the owner of the land. The subject matter jurisdictional 
requirements of Exhibit 20B Ind. Code § 6-1.1-2-4 (“(d) liability for 
property tax have not been complied with. While all of Exhibit 20B 
Ind. Code § 6-1.1-2-4 (“(d) matters only § (d) of Exhibit 20B 
declares when property may be assessed for a tax, so all other 
sections of Exhibit 20B logically must be read in a light which 


conforms to Ind. Code § 6-1.1-2-4 (“(d). 


. Defendants have failed to comply with jurisdictional requirements 


of Ind. Code § 6-1.1-24-1 (“(d) Current through P.L. 171-2024 The 
jurisdictional requirements are: one must be a mortgagee, or 
purchaser under an installment land contract recorded in the office 
of the county recorder. Plaintiffs are not mortgagee, or purchaser 
under an installment land contract recorded in the office of the 
county recorder. Because Plaintiffs are not mortgagee or 
purchaser under an installment land contract recorded in the office 


of the county recorder, Plaintiffs are not within the subject matter 
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jurisdictional requirements of Exhibit 20M Ind. Code § 6-1.1-24- 


1 (“(d). 


. Defendants have failed to comply with jurisdictional requirements 


of Exhibit 20K Ind. Code § 6-1.1-24-3 (c)(1)(2) The jurisdictional 
requirements are: one must be a mortgagee or purchaser under 
an installment land contract recorded in the office of the county 


recorder & the county auditor shall mail a copy of the notice 


required by section 2 of this chapter (21) days before the 


application for judgment to sale plaintiffs real property is made by 


certified mail, return receipt requested. Plaintiffs are not 
mortgagee, or purchaser under an installment land contract 
recorded in the office of the county recorder. Because Plaintiffs 
are not mortgagee or purchaser under an installment land contract 
recorded in the office of the county recorder, Plaintiffs are not 
within the subject matter jurisdictional requirements of Exhibit 20K 


Ind. Code § 6-1.1-24-3 (c)(1)(2). Nor was a notice sent twenty-one 


(21) days before the application for judgment to sale plaintiffs real 
property was made by certified mail, return receipt requested, to 


plaintiffs knowledge. 
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7. Defendants have failed to comply with jurisdictional requirements 


of Exhibit 20K Ind. Code § 6-1.1-24-3 (“(b) Notice of auction sale 
Current through P.L. 171-2024. The jurisdictional requirements 
are: When real property is eligible for sale under this chapter, the 
county auditor shall post a copy of the notice required by section 2 


at least twenty-one (21) days before the earliest date of 


application for judgment to sale real property, & In addition, the 
county auditor shall, in accordance with Exhibit 201 IC 5-3-1-4, 


publish the notice required in section 2 of this chapter once each 


week for three (3) consecutive weeks in two (2) local newspapers 
before the earliest date on which the application for judgment to 


sale plaintiffs’ real property may be made. No publication was 
made in accordance with Exhibit 201 Ind. Code § 5-3-1-4 (“(a) No 
publication was made once each week for three (3) consecutive 
weeks in two (2) local newspapers before the earliest date on 
which the application for judgment to sale plaintiffs’ real property 
was made, in accordance with Exhibit 201 Ind. Code § 5-3-1- 


4 (“(a). 


. . Defendants have now also failed to comply with jurisdictional 


requirements of Exhibit 201 Ind. Code § 5-3-1-4 (“(a) Whenever 
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officers of a political subdivision are required to publish a notice in 


two (2) newspapers published in the political subdivision.”)) 


Defendants have also failed to comply with jurisdictional 
requirements in Exhibit 201 Ind. Code § 5-3-1-4 (“(1) & (2). Exhibit 
201 Ind. Code § 5-3-1-4 (1) A locality newspaper that circulates 
within the municipality or school corporation. & Exhibit 201 Ind. 
Code § 5-3-1-4 (2) A newspaper published in the county in which 
the municipality or school corporation is located and that circulates 
within the municipality or school corporation.”) 

9. Defendants have failed to comply with jurisdictional requirements 
of Exhibit 20J Ind. Code § 6-1.1-4-13.6 (“(a) The jurisdictional 
requirements are: The county assessor shall determine the values 
of all classes of commercial, industrial, and residential land 
(including farm homesites) in the county using guidelines 
determined by the department of local government finance. The 
assessor determining the values of land shall submit the values 
and any supporting document to the county property tax 
assessment board of appeals and the department of local 
government finance by the dates specified in the county's 


reassessment plan under section 4.2 of this chapter.”) The 
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assessor has not complied with Exhibit 20J Indiana code § 6-1.1- 
4-13.6 determination and review of land values The county 
assessor falsely assessed 20 center drive plaintiffs’ property as 
Residential property. Residential Property is a rental property 


Exhibit 20N Ind. Code. § 6-1.1-20.6-4(2)(A Residential Property 


Statute To know what Residential property is per the courts we 
turn to Exhibit 20D Hamilton Square Inv., LLC v. Hamilton Cnty. 
Assessor, 2016 Ind. Tax LEXIS 41 Indiana Tax Court, Decided; 
October 5, 2016, Filed Cause No. 49T10-1505-TA-00018 
(CITING) The court declared: As mentioned, in Subsection (2) of 
the Residential Property Statute provides that "a building that 


includes two (2) or more dwelling units" is residential property. See 


Ind. Code. § 6-1.1-20.6-4(2)(A) . Logic dictates that the multi-unit 


apartment building referred to in Subsection (2) & in Subsection 


(1), the acre of land surrounding "[a] single family dwelling that is 
not part of a homestead [,]" is linked to a single-family is a rental 
home that is not part of a homestead. Indiana, models are used to 
assess improvements. Under Exhibit 20B Ind. Code § 6-1.1-2- 

4 (c) (1) (2) & (d) Liability for tax; The model method is a "method 


of computing the replacement or the reproduction cost of an 
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improvement by applying the cost of a specified model and 
adjusting the cost to account for specified variations between the 


subject improvement and the model. IND. ADMIN. CODE tit. 50, r. 


2.1-6-1 (1992) (codified in present form at id. r. 2.2-1-37 (1996). 
Because there are many commercial and industrial models, 
improvements are grouped into three major categories: General 
Commercial Mercantile (GCM) General Commercial Industrial 
(GCI), and General Commercial Residential (GCR). See IND. 
ADMIN. CODE. tit. 50, r. 2.1-4-3(a) (1992); Barker v. State Bd. of 
Tax Comm'rs, No. 49T10-9601-TA-00009, slip op. at 7 n.8 (Ind. 
Tax Ct. 1999). I/we Rebecca Jane:-Hankins & David James:- 
Roach hold the property and title in a fee simple alodial estate 
under conventional ownership, absolute ownership of both legal 
and equitable title, not having a mortgage, or line of credit secured 
by the property, it is not under lease, it is not under a land contract, 
not a corporation and not held for an investment & is not 
residential property per:_Exhibit 20N Ind. Code § 6-1.1-20.6-4 . 
Residential property statute. The property is not taxable, for privat 
use, and has never fallen within the subject matter jurisdiction of 


Exhibit 20B Indiana Code 6-1.1-2-4, liability for Property tax. While 


ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE - 11 


all the parts of Exhibit 20B Indiana Code 6-1.1-2-4, liability for 
Property tax are important, only & (d) tells you how and when 


property may be assessed. 


Magistrate Judge Doris L. Pryor orders Defendants to show cause 
that Defendants did in fact comply with the jurisdictional 
requirements of all seven 7 statutes, herein that plaintiffs alleged 


defendants violated. It is so ordered this of July, 2024. 


Dated this of July, 2024. 


Magistrate Judge Doris L. Pryor 


ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE - 12 


N 


A 


Nn 


Parties served 
Email list 
dtaylor@tcmsclaw.com 
kminnette@tcmsclaw.com 
tnichols@tcmsclaw.com 
wgreeson@greesonlaw.com 


vkregear@greesonlaw.com 


cemmckee@wilkinsonlaw.com 


100 E Main St., Crawfordsville, IN 47933 Sherri_Bentley, Montgomery County Assessor Ph 765- 
364-6422 Email sherri.bentley@montgomerycounty.in.gov 


Troy Tarpin Wingate Properties LLC Initiating PO Box 354 Connersville Indiana by Vincent C. 
Kregear.35277-49 501 N. Central Ave. Connersville Indiana 47331 
Email vkregear@greesonlaw.com_ By Attorney Wayne Greeson Bar# 12644-98 Address 
501 N. Central Ave. Connersville Indiana 47331 PH 765-825-9690 Email wqreeson@greesonlaw.com 


Montgomery County Council 100 E Main St Crawfordsville, IN 47933 
Phone Business: (765) 364-6400 Email 
jake.bohlander@montgomerycounty.in.gov 


Vincent C. Kregear council of record 12048 Saint Marys Rd Brookville, IN 47012-8824 Franklin 
County Contact Vincent C. Kregear (317) 941-9864 Emails vkregear1@hotmail.com 
vkregear1@gmail.com or vkregear@greesonlaw.com_ Represented by Craig M. Mckee #10245-82 
Address 333 ohio street Terre Haute In. 47807 ph. 812-917-2809 email cmmckee@wilkinsonlaw.com 


Documents served 
Proposed Order to show cause 


Proposed Order for emergency stay of writ of Assistance 
Proposed Order Nunc pro Tunc 
Motion for emergency stay of writ of Assistance 
Affidavit of fact for Nunc pro Tunc Order 
Exhibits 
Exhibit 201 Ind. Code § 5-3-1-4, Exhibit 20J Section 6-1.1-4-13.6 - Determination and 

review of land values, Exhibit 20K Section, 6-1.1-24-3 - Notice of auction sale, Exhibit 22 B Marion Cnty. 
Assessor v. Kohl's Ind., LP, Exhibit 22 C Department of Revenue v Brookwood Associates Ltd, Exhibit 
20H Covell v. City of Seattle, 127 Wash.2d 874 (1995), EXHIBIT 22F 21 C.J.S. Courts § 296 Exceptions 
to Anti-Injunction Act, generally; effect of All-Writs Act, Exhibit 22 G McKart v. United States, EXHIBIT 29 
A 21 C.J.S. Courts § 247 Nunc pro tunc entries, Exhibit 23A Attorney General of Louisiana Opinion 
Number 99-401Apr 28, 2000, Exhibit 20A Loper Bright Enterprises v Raimondo (2024), Exhibit 20B 


Section 6-1.1-2-4 - Liability for property tax;, Exhibit 20C Triangle Marine Inc v Savoie, Exhibit 20D 
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Hamilton Square Inv., LLC v. Hamilton County. Assessor, Exhibit 20E Jarkesy v Securities and Exchange 


Commission, Exhibit 20G AMERICAN LAW REPORTS Fact sheet-HR, AMERICAN 


JURISPRUDENCE, CORPUS JURIS SECUNDUM, Exhibit 31L 21 C.J.S. Courts § 295 Effect 


of Tax Injunction Act, Exhibit 28F 21 C.J.S. Courts § 285 Exceptions to Rooker-Feldman doctrine; 
statutory authorization, Exhibit 20M Section 6-1.1-24-1 - Delinquency list; certification, Exhibit 20N 
Section 6-1.1-20.6-4 - Residential property 
Certificate of Service 
iiwe Rebecca Hankins and David Roach hereby certify that a copy of the forgoing 
documents, were served upon the above forgoing interested parties and counsel of record by email. In 
accordance with Federal Rules of Civil procedure rule 5. 


Dated this 13" day of July, 2024. Electronically signed 


Rebecca Jane Hankins 
Rebecca Jane Hankins 


David James Roach 
David James Roach 
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